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REMARKS 

Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 USC 1 12, second paragraph, for being indefinite 
with respect to the claim limitation that requires: 

"planner that generates one or more certification goals based on a user profile and an 
authority profile associated with a certification authority, wherein the planner is responsive to 
user selection of one or more of the generated certification goals for creating a certification 
plan." 

According to the Action, 

It is unclear what Applicant means by the limitation in this clam The claim 
language ss confusing m that it suggests that the planner generates certification goals, 
but then suggests that the planner is responsive to user selection of one of the 
generated certification goals that ft has generated In the previous step, ft seems as 

though mis limitation relies upon circular reasoning. It is unclear how the planner may 
only act in response to tr e aelfdio t os the generated cerhi cation goal I at the planner, 
itself, must generate. If this is the case, it seems that the planner will never generate 
anything as the generation is only responsive to an action that depends upon the 
generation in the first place. For examination purposes, Examiner interprets this darn- 
to mean that a certification plan is generated in response to selection of one or more 
certification goals. Appropriate clarification is requested. 

As best understood, the Action argues that this limitation relies upon circular 
reasoning because the planner, which generates the certification goals, can only act in 
response to a user selection of such goal, otherwise, the planner would not generated 
anything. It is respectfully submitted that the Action reads into the "planner" limitation 
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superfluous subject matter that is clearly neither expressly present in nor implied by the claim 
language. Nothing in the planner limitation requires that the generation of certification goals 
is dependent on the user selection of certification goals. The claim language, however, 
clearly requires that the planner, once it has generated one or more certification goals, 
becomes responsive to the user selection of the generated certification goals for creating a 
certification plan. In other words, first the planner generates certification goals based upon 
the user profile and authority profile. Next, the user selects certification goals from those 
generated by the planner. The planner then generates a certification plan. In view of the 
clarity of the claim language, the Action has incorrectly interpreted this language as circular. 
For the foregoing reasons, this rejection is respectfully traversed because the "planner" 
limitation has a clearly defined scope. 

Claims 1-7, 9-1 1 and 13 and 14 stand rejected under 35 USC 103 (a) as being obvious 
in view of Wenger (US Pub. No. 2003/0233242 Al) in view of LAllier (US Patent No. 
6,604,680). This rejection is respectfully traversed because as set forth below, because the 
combination of Wegner and LAllier do not teach each and every one of the claimed 
limitations. 

As stated in response to the previous office action, claim 1 requires a system 
accessible by a user for planning and tracking certification. According to the claim, a planner 
generates one or more certification goals based on a user profile and an authority profile 
associated with a certification authority. It is important to note that claim 1 requires the 
planner to be responsive to user selection of one or more of the generated certification goals 
for creating a certification plan , and a tracker that updates the certification plan in response to 
input regarding achievement of the one or more selected certification goals. 
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The Action concedes 

Wenger, however, fails to explicitly disclose "wherein the planner is responsive to 
user selection of one c t n nt h > , 1 1 < i ttd re t * catio i go? s tor c » ntt n a 
certification plan". 

The Action attempts to cure this deficiency by relying on LAllier by stating that: 

L'Aliier discloses an automated system and method for creating an individualized 
learning program having e planner generate a training regimen responsive to user 
selection of one or more of the generated training goals (col. 6, fine 8-14 discloses a 
usei t y-ng 3 * I dt sr^o aid genera g a trail n j y based h hat desired 
skill not currently possessed by the user, where the skill is the training goal). 

The relevant portions of L'Allier, including Col. 6, lines 6-14 relied upon by the 
Action, is reproduced below: 
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Having carefully read the cited section, the applicant can not find any teaching or 
suggestion in LAllier regarding the required claimed limitation of " user selection of one or 
more generated certification goals for creating a certification plan." In lines 6 and 7, LAllier 
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does indeed teach creating an individual development plan. Even assuming, arguendo, that 

such individual development pan is a certification plan, there is still no teaching in L'Allier 

regarding a user selecting any training goals for creating the plan. Starting in line 10, LAllier 

states that the system 10 retrieves relevant skills and maps such skills with a training regimen. 

The fact that the system 10 performs such mapping establishes that there is no user 

involvement in creating the development plan. Rather it appears that the system creates the 

plan without user involvement. Unlike the present invention, L'Allier, in lines 8 and 9, 

discloses a supervisor or manager identifying skills desired to be possessed by the user. The 

intervention of a supervisor or manager leads one to conclude that the user himself or herself 

is not involved in the selection of training goals. Claim 1, however, specifically requires the 

planner to be responsive to user selection of one or more of the generated certification goals 

for creating a certification plan . Thus, according to the claim, the user is required to select 

one or more certification goals to create the certification plan. There is no teaching or 

suggestion in LAllier regarding user involvement in selecting the training goals. A system 

that automatically maps a set of skills to a training regimen, as thought by : Allier, does not 

anticipate a user selecting certification goals for creating a certification plan, as required by 

the claimed invention. 

With respect to the tracker requirement in the claim, the Action once again states that 

Wenger teaches: 

*and a trader [fiat update 1 - (hscerftfi atop! >m espews* to tops* regarding 
aehse*e*fiem oi (he or* w mm seiteetati c^fcatien goal*" (pg. 4. 11 31; via tracks 
credits adim&s through ktting or j>aftMso processes), 
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However, the claim requires the tracker to update (emphasis added) the certification 
plan. Tracking of the credits as taught by Wenger is akin to tracking certification goals under 
the reasoning adopted by the Action. Claim 1, however, does not require tracking the 
certification goals. Instead, the tracker is used to update the certification plan that is 
created by selection of the certification goals. As stated previously, in the present 
invention the certification goals and the certification plan are different. In fact, the 
certification plan represents a subset of the certification goals. As conceded by the Action, 
Wenger does not teach the selection of certification goals to create a certification plan; 
therefore Wenger cannot teach a tracker that tracks selection of certification goals. The 
tracker in the present invention tracks the subset certification plan. 

For the reasons set forth above it is submitted that the combination of Wenger and 
LAllier fails to make the claimed invention obvious because the claimed invention includes a 
number of limitations not disclosed, taught or suggested in the combination. Therefore, a 
Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. 
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If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that a personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is hereby invited to telephone the undersigned at 
the number provided. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: September 12, 2008 By: /Robert S. Babavi/ 

Robert S. Babayi 
Registration No. 33,471 
VENABLE LLP 
P.O. Box 34385 
Washington, D.C. 20043-9998 
Telephone: (202) 344-4000 
Telefax: (202) 344-8300 
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